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, ^ART I , 
INTRODUCTION 



Do early childhood Intervention ptograms h^ve a slgnlflcaDt, long-' . 
lasting impact on low- income children? Head Start was buily^ on the 
assumption that early education, parental involvement, and the provision 
of medical and social services could enable children of low-income 
■parents to d? as well in school as their middle-class peers and to thus 
be able to leave the ranks of the poor. ' Based on this premise, a vast 
array of programs a|i4 curricula emerged. The age of children at entry 
into programs, the slength of intervention, the settings, the teachers,, 
and the.mSt^rials employed all varied in a flood o'f new -prbgrams for 
low-income children autL their parents. 

, A few years ago, critics begaiv^ to attack" the effectiveness of 
Head Start ^d, indeed, of early education in general. They claimed ' 
'that such programs have no las^iC^ct on children's IQ, and that any 
effects at all fade out within the first year or two' of formal school- 
ing. With sufficient nuiri^ers of program children now in their later 
years of . childhood and adolescence, it his now becoiSe possible to take 
stock of the actual outcomes of children who participated in Infant and 
preschool programs, ^ < 

This report summarises the findings of fourteen longitudinal 
' studies' ^f low-income children who participated ift experimental iAfatit 

and preschool program^ over the past decade and a half.. It was . 

. . , ' ' f 



conducted, as a. collaborative effort by a dozen investigators , 'the 
Consortium on Developmental .Cohtiijuity^ who agreed to •collect common 
follow-up data in 1976-77 to be reanalyzed and 'compared by a single, 
outside group. This 'analysis, sponsored by the Education Coiranission 
of the States and supported by the Office of Child Development (DHEW)^. 
w^as organized and supervised by Di'. Irving Lazar of Cornell Univer^^. 

We believe that the findings in this Report now leaj^e^no reasonable^ 
doubt that in the main^ programs' which had deliberate cognitive 
curricula had a significant long-term effect on si:h<^ol performance. 
The fishings are both too conservative in the methods of daita atlalysis 
from.vhich they emerge and too dramatic in their consistency and size, 
for the main ^Ifects they found to be spurious. The demonstration that 
'investments early education have long-term benefits, that are both 
humane and fiscal canndt help but quell the doubts that have effectivel7 
frozen such investments for almost a decade. 

The programs involved in this Consortium were conducted completely 
independently of one another, mostly during the early and mid J960's; 
They were carried out across the country, ifi urban and rural areas, in 
the northeast, the south, and the midwest. The low-income children who 
were enrollec! in these programs now range from nine to- eighteen -years of 
age. • . 

This Consortium of ifivestigators realized that they had a unique 
accumulation of informatian. What their studies had in common, and 
what made them worthy of further analysis, was the care with which they 
were conducted*. All were carefully planned from th^ start, with 
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rigorous st^ff , training, constant program supervision, periodic evalua-^' 
tion, and at least some follow-up of thfe children invplved. They had 
explicit and standard intervention programs, so that the content of 
the child's experience could be specified. In order to enable later 

\ 

tssessment of Che effects o/ intervention, measures had l)een made of 

the children's abilities before the programs started. Moreover, the 
' • » 

studies had allowed' for- scientific analysis of the effectiveness of 

thei-r resflective programs by selecting 4i:ther controls — children drawn 

in< advance from the same population who did not participate in the 

prQgrams-'-or comparison , groups. " < 

children who participated in the studi|S generally were from 



The 



'I 

l,ow-incoBie| families who were eligible for 'some' type of federal ^ssista^ce,. 
When*they kntered the studies they rariged in age ' from three 'montths to 
five years! They were predominantly black (87%); ^he average level 
of their mbthers* education was ten and a half yearc*; 4)0% did tiot have 
a father int their homes; and 51% had three or more siblinks*- ^ ' 

The studies from whioh the data presented Jiere were dfWt^see Table 1) 

•i . . . . 

/ 

may be grouped by^^dalivery system into three categories. Center-based 



studies provided nursery school type programs with va'tying degrees of 
structure iri the program curriculum. Instructiotr usually tpok place 

• • ' / ; • . . " _ - ' • . 

in smail aroups but in some- cases was on a bne^to-ofie basis. Paren||^ ^Z- 
/ '9 ^ ' ' / 

were ke'pv informed about the programs) visited tliem and observed them,* / 
/ ^ ' / 

but were usually not actively involved in the day-to-day educational program. 
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- , * ' • . • • ♦ , -4 ' * s 

■ • ' ' . . ' * . - " ♦ ' * . . r . 

. ' * Table 1: Nummary of Studies * 4 , ► \ 

■ - ^ ' PRINCIPAL. ^ ' " * ^ TYPE OF . . ' ' • ' ^, ' . 
PROGRAM , ^ INVESTIGATOR ^ . LOCATION DELIVERY SYSTEM AGE AT INTERVENTION . YEARS OF PROGRAM ' ' 


The' Philadelphia • < 
Proiect 


r 1 

Dr. Kuno Beller 


Phlladfelphia 


oenter-based 


4-6 . ' i 

'. '-i ^ — 1 


' early '60's ! ' ■ 


Institute .for De- 
velopmental Studies 


Dr.'s Martin* 
Cynthia D€utsch 


- • • 

Harlem 


center-b^sed 




— ^ : * : 

iate '59's 
Wrly '60' s 


The Parent 
Ediicatibrf Pro.^ram 


Dr. Ira ^Gordon 


northern 

Florida . 


home -based 


3 mo' - 3 

•* ^ 


mi4 '60's^ 


The Early Training 
Proj ect 


D,r • Susan Gray • 


Murfreesboro or 
Columbia, 'Tenn. 


• combination 


V5 


early '60' s 


Th^r Family-Oriented 
fiome Visitor Program 


Dr* Susan Gray. 


NasRville, Tenn. 


home7basGd 




early '7tO's 


CurricuiuTn 
Comparison Study 


Dr^ Merle Karnes 


Champaign - 
Urbana, Ul. 


center-based 




pid '60'i 

». » 


Th6 Mother-Child 
Honie 'Program 0 


Dr. Phyllis' 
Levensteirl 


Long Island 


home-l^sed 


2-3 


late '60's ■ 
early ! 70 's . 


Experimental 
Variation of Head 
Start Curricula 


Dr. Louise Miller- 


*LQui§ville, Ky. 
% 


center-based 
combination 


4 


mid 60's ' \ ^ 


Harlem Training 
Project^ • ^ - 


Dr, Frank Palmer 


Harleju , 


center^^ased 
• 


2-3 


mid 60 '3 ', 


Perry Preschool ' * 
Project , 


Dr. David WeiVart 

i; ■ ' 


Ypsilanti, 
Mich. 


combination 


3-4 ■ 


early '6p's 


rurriculuitt\Detaon- 
stration Project 


,Dr. David Weikart 

• 


Ypsilanti, 
Mich. 


* » 

combination 


4 


' mid go's, . \ . \^ 


CarniBgie lafaht 
Program ' *• ^ 


Dr. David Weikart 


Ypsilanti, f 
Mich^ . 


hoTjie-^bas^ 


3 mo ^ 2 


*late ''60 '3 ^ 


Micro-Social 
Learning Systen 


Dr. Myron Woolman 
♦ 


Vineland, N.J* 

m 


* 

center-based 




• ; -^Hf 

late "60' s f\ ■ 


H<;ad Start & Follow 
Through Nev/ Ha^^n 
Study 


Dr. Edward Zi^er 


New Haven, Conn* 


center-abased 
t 




mid '60's ^ 

• 


. • • ' ' - ■ ; ■ ' ■ 1^ 

' ' ' ■ • - " . 



Homerbas^d studies directed theit' educational effort's primarily 

toward the parent, usually the mother, the major Instrume^nt of change 

and Influence In the child's life. Activities, toy?, ind Ws were- 

brought to the famiV hoflte by a parent/educa^^^^^ visitor, who " 

trained the mother to «se- the actlvl tL^atid l^PR^ her child's . 

development through parfent-chlld Ihteractlfn. Ail of these programs " 

dealt with children under four yeers of age. * ' 

The third group of. studies combined ' these approaches, ' providing, 
• . . " • ■ , • • : V . _ . " , 

a center-based nursery school .program -coupled with a^peritpdic home 

' ' . ' < 

visit in which botl, the parent -and child were Involved .! In some prof^ms 
the emphasis 'during the. J^me, vlsi^was closely related to the' center 
'programi^>ln others lt.ha<f a more general co^tfent'. ' - " ' 



PART II 
METHODS 



Data, for this study were colledted in two stages. First, the 
original data on individual: children, collected independently by the ^. ' 
projects "prior to .tfieir becoming involved in the Cpnsq^tium, were dupli- 
cated and sent/ to the central office. This original data included .any 
IQ, achievement, or other psychological test data plus demographic ^ 
information -^Second, ea^h' project collected current follow7up data ^ 
utilizing common forms' developed by the Consortium, Thes.e included 
a* parent interview, a youth interview, school re(!ord and achievement test, 
forms, anu tKe age-appropriate Wechsler Intelligence Test,* 

TO field-based study of real people can meet the design criteria 
,j(5f a laboratory experiment. Each of th^se^studles," singly , CfiPh be 
criticized by those criteria, since real children and real communities 
do not lend thenselves to rigorous control. In looking across these 
studies it is clear that the "defects** of any one of them are not 



present in the others. Consistency of findings 



5:ro 



ss studies is a 



clear demonstralfion of their validity regardless of differences in their 
design. In a sense we are looking at independent tests of the same 
hypotheses! ^ere are virtually no other examples of so many fully 
independent tests of a single central hypothesis, conducted over sa 
lon^ a period in Contemporary social science and brought together ^n 
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;* Several of the /analyses reported here ajc^ based on some, rather than 
ayll fotMTt^en, 6f the^ Consorti^um studies. This is due ;pa a number of 
"factorsj* including incomplete data qollectidn at the 'time of these 
analyses, differences in sample selection, and^ noi^comparability of . 
original data, for some variables. | ^ 

/ ^ > ' 14-' ^ ■ ' 
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terms pf comparable data, as are ^represented* by the' projects in this- 
Consortium* f^tther, our choices in data and treatment options have been ' 
consistently conservative and these choices have miniijized .our findings. 

r ' ... . ' 

k. Problems of Secondary Analysis , * 



^ • . ThR report essentially constitutes a secondary analysis bf the 
data from^the Consortium members' projects. This is true even though 
the data were collected specifically for tbis analysis, since 

the design of t^e prpj.,ects had been "determined prior t^ the collection 

The most basic ^oblem of secondary analysis in *gener;al is that . 



of these data. 



the analysis uses data in a manner for which thfey were not originally . 
Ij^tended. If prime example of this -fs the' importance of the Stanford- 
Binet IQ scores in this analysis. Thi-s test was used by the original 
proj.ects as one of >gany measures of program effectiveness. However, since 
the*-9±net was the test used by moise p?:ojects than any other, it assumes 
a much greater importance in the current analysis tlian it had in the 
original aftalyses by the individual projects. 

A* second problem of secondary tesearch is ^hat the questions which 
can be posed are limited by ^fj/^ dat^which have already been colle^(^ted. 
One simply cannot ask whether early education affects social ff*fills in 
• the second grade unless the proj^ects measured social skills at that time. 
This problem is made more complex -by the fa<:t,. that the projects were ' 
(ionducted Independently ^ and, hence, the chances welre slim- that most 
projects would have independently collected the same measure at the 
same time. ' * . * 
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nalysls does not give as directly useful infonaation as 



^ .A ithird problem ie that the experimental designs of these studies 
were* different*, so that comparisons of the prograttts are always tenuolis. 
A sfecondc 

wojild a caij^fully desigtied experiment of the same size. However, 
secondary analyses can point out. critical vardables to be studied in 
futuij^ research, and .can serve as a valid ^uide to policy ^nd program 
, desi^. 
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B. Problems of Longitudj^nal Research 



' Since this report follows the same subjects ovei: a number o'f years, 

it is also subj^ct^^ the problems involved in longitudinal research. 
Longitudinal .data provide the mo^t valid and direct way of^aseessing - 
.the 'cognitive, social, emotional, and familial outcomes of programs 
foi ytfung children. Scientifically useful Iqagltudlnal' data are also 
the mbst difficult to obtaJ.h, and such research Is the most difficult 
to design and maintain. % ^ ^ 

The most b^s^c hazard in longitudinal teseaych is that of attrition,; 
•i.e., the loss of subjeots over time Idue to'fd^ath, inability to be 
located, refusal to participate any ionger, etc. Almost All attrition 

' . ' t . ^ ' * 

has been due to simple inability to find subjects who , have .tnovpa ^, The 
most complete attrition analyses have been, done on a set cjC^ix projects , 
involving apilroximately 600 subjects. Among these subjects, only ' ^ 
twenty-twt)' pa,rents>and eighteen, youths refused to be interviewed, we 
have looked "^for^differences -between los€ subjects and other subject{^#t>p 



^veral variables — SES^ mother's education, and pretest IQ — 



and have 
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found no signifi-cant differen^s. However, analyses on attrition are 
^continuing, especially analyses on differential kinds of attrition 
between the experimental and control groups. 

Another problem of longitudinal analysis is that of test-retest 
effects,, i.e,, the fact^ that the very act of taking an initial test 

may affect the scores of the second test>\^This effect is controlled , 

* ^ ' * ' 

for to a certain extent by, comparing the program children oniy to their 

: . ' f * 

contr.ols rather than using"* a comparison of program posfctefit to program 
pretext as a measures of success.* 



C. Sample Selection 



A discussion of sample selection involves three distinct .que^tipns: 

1. What ^re the sources of the subjects? 

2. What selection criteria were used to choostf subjects from 

those sources? * ' , * 

3. What procedures were used for assigning children to program ^ 
or control groups? > * 

^ 1. Most "ipioj.eets 'recruited their subjects from the general copnunijty 
(typically, a well-defined nei^borhood) . Two projects ' (Palmer and 
Gordon) recruited their subjects from. hospital birth records.' One; project , 
(Woolman) included children referred by the school district because tKey 

\ 

were considered to be children at risk. 



While it is^highly unlikely that test-retefst effects could haye been 
meaningful, given the typical length pf intervention In thes^e studies, 
this, more conservative treatment approach was selected t^^vuld even 
that soyrce of uncertainty. 
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2. The selection criteria vairied considerably from project to project. 
All but one (Woolman) us^d some ^&ort of SES criteria; only one (Pa^-mer) 
specifically attempted to include middle-class children in the sample. y 
Many projects specified health criteria to elifciinate children w^th ' 

organic impairments. Th<ree. prpjects, specified IQ cutoffs, contributing ^ 
to differences between projects ^cn pretest IQ distributions. , ^ , ■ 

3. ' Assignment of children to program and control groups 1^ ^ ^ 
' » particularly knotty problem in intervention research* The experimental* 

^deal ofVandom assignment*^^"to program and control groups is aften * ** 
•unattainable in 'real-life settings', as a consequence of bofeh ethipal ' * ^ 
and practical coi^cerns. On the 6the1: hand, "quasi-experimental" studies 
ih*which comparison groups are constructed by ;natching on ^feriables ' 
such as SES and pretest IQ can produce sejiously misleading results. . , . 
In general,, the projects included ^in this report came closer to * 
. true experimental designs than is typical in this sort of re«eSirc^. 
However, ther^ was cottsiderable variation from project to project.^ 
Several (Gray, Gordon, Weikart ,'^and Palmer) closely approximated true 
random assignment *Others^^^ev€nstejLn, Miiler and Zigler) would, more . 
accurately be called qVfasi-experitnents . One (Karnes) had no control 
•V group, toe JWoolman) had 'a ^comparison- group \which diff ereJfcubstantially 

^' ..^ , ' ^ . ^ \ • ' . * ' " • ; 

froi^t^^ program group in. terms of selection criteria, and^ the Miller' 
control g'ro^up,^ cons-tructed from a differ^t ^population soutce^ was, 
found arft^r the, fact to/ be poorly matched ^Ith her experimental g^oup. 
The analyses* reported here • tobk^ such differences^ into account and were 
generally conducted in a conservative m/nner (that is, in a manner which 

• • ' ■ ' r • - ■ 

minimized the chaxtces x>f "obtaining spurious experimental-control 

- . ■ \ . - •'• ^ ' ■ ' 
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differences) I * For .examble, the pdollng af . results (e..g. , in the special 
education aigfal^^es) was Kie separately for ex^^erimental arid quaffi- \ 
exp^rimenti^l studies in ^er to insure fhat the findings would' stand ^ 

• ^ J c ^ \ t V ^ ^ f 

Up. if only the most rigoroiisly designed programs were considered^ 
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PART -Ili , , • • ' . *. * ' ' 

" i' \ AmYSIS, OF PROGRAM AM) CONTROL PfFFERENCES * . ' 

IN COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING* 

Does the' evidence^ indicate that nearly education improves the atademi 

* *■ ' ^ * 
performance of low- income children? •* Ouf analyses indicate a positive , 

answer to this question. The analysed show thatfthe program childrefti * 

were not assigned to Special education classes as often as their coipparx- 

/ • » \ 

son grbups and the program children were held ha^k in school lass often 
•» " • * 

• than their* comparison groups. In additiott, the Stanford Binet IQ data 
collected -earlier indicate that the program children surpass their con- 
trpis for. at least three years after the end of the prograju^^he follow- 
ing sections 4iiscuss t|iese^ analyses. , ^* * 

A. ^ Ana:tysis of As^igtiment to Special Education , and of Rete^ition 

' ' . * f 

Intelligence tests are de'^igned to t)redict academic achievement. 

Obviously, actual achievement is a better 'measure than a predictive 

instrument. In this settion we examine two indicators of actual school 

■* * ' ' ' » • 

performance: 0 assignment to special education, and retention (grade ' 

faili^e). The advantage, of- us ing these two outcomes as measures, of 

effectiveness of early education progra^ is that they are concrete 

and sti'ingent indicators of whether a child h^s performed acceptably 

within his or her eduoational institution. . ' ' • 

The use of these outcome measures, however, does hafve a drawback 

in that both outcomes are^af f-ected by *the policies of the individual 



* Due to diftej:ences in sample ass.ignment procedure, domparisTJns between 
program apd qontrol at^e ma4e. individually for eaph project; data are not 
pooled across projects. Rather,. the overall evidence ;ts evaluated by 
pooling the significance levels from the individual program-coiftrol • 
cbmparlsons. Th^-s technique is found in Darlington, Richard, Radicals 
and Squares , Logan Hill Press, Ithaca, NY 1975^' . ' 



stafes and schooL districts. While the subjects were origin&lly living 
in a very si^all number of communities, by the time of this {ollow-up 
tliey had attended several hundred different schools. Although 4ie do not^ 
have information on the distribution of promotion t^plicies or the rela- 
tive availability of special education classes in most of these school 
districts, we are assuming th^t with so large a^ number they^ are repre-v ' 
9entatiye of the aati-onal situation, about which some information is 
available. In addition, since both special* education and grade failure 
are methods for dealing with childr^.who do not meet minimal school 
requiremerftS', 'the two may overlap somewhat as outcomes. ^ 
1. Placedent iA SpecJ^al Education ** . - 

The combfned e\|ldencfe from, five projects which looked at whether 
the children had been agsigned to special educa-tion classes presents 
s,tron^ evidence that early education for low-incdme *jchildren significantly 
feduted the number of children assigned to special education (see Figures 
I'and i).* • ' ' [ ^ ' ' ': 

It is important to note that the projects with the* most nearly 
random' proc'edures Jor assigning child/en to program ot control groups 
had, in general,^ the most impressive results. The Gordon, Gray, and 
Weikaitft projects had the most stri-ngent sample assignment procedure^ 



(most closeiy.^pproximating an experimental design).- Gordon's project 
showed 9.4% program children in special education compared to 30.0% 
control; Gray's, 2.8% program 'to 29.4% control; arid Weikart's 13.8%^ 

program to 27.7% control. The only project' in wWcli a program advantage- 

•*> • * ■ 

not found, Jfillle^'s, had a Vonexperimental procedure for creating a 
control group diie to the facf that the' project.vas pritaarily concerned 



was 



* Th^ pooled 8igrilficai\ce level (two tailed)^ is less than .0002. 



Figur e It' Percent of Program and, Control Children in Special Education 
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with comparing different curricula rather than comparing program 

children with those who had not 'received any program. 

^ Figure 2 shows the percentage reduction in^children in special 

education for these projects. For example^ the Gordon control group 

' data suggest that thirty out of every, 100 children in sai^ples such as 

theirs will be assigned to special education'if they are not placed 

in an early intervelition program. In contrast^ their . intervention 

^program reduced that figure to' 9.4 per 100.. Thus their intervention 
» 

reduced the number of children assigned to special education by 69% 

[ (30-9,4)/30] . The percentage reductions range from 50.5% on Wfeikart's 

project to 90.5% on Gray's, with- the Miller data providing an exception 

4 

as mentioned ^ above. Although the sample size for any individual project 
is ralfheir sma!p, certainly these data provide clear -and strong evidence 
for thf afgument that supporting early education programs pays off. 
The trost of teaching a child -in special educat;^on cla^sses is sub- 
. stantially more than if he or she could perform acceptably in the 
normal classroom, to say nothing of the trauma to the child of being 
labeled slow or retarded. * 

2. Grade Retention ^ - - ' 

Data from seven projects comparing the percentage^of program versus 
control children held back in grade once or more present evideftc^ that 
early education can have an effect 'on whether or not children are 
retained in grade -(see Figures 3 and 4) J 

One sljouict first note that the percent of control children hel^- 
bkc;1^ in grade varies far more among projects than does the percent of 
control^children placed in special education. Our data do not provide 
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Figure 3: Percent of Program and Control Chiidreo Held Back a j3ra de 
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a clear explanation for thi^. - However, one might speculate tsitot it (]iould 
be d^e to Jtwo .factors . First, ,while assignment to special education often 

standard 'procedures , sometimes mandated by state law, promotion 
and retention in grade are in large measure a matter of school district 
policy. Some districts encourage ' social ''promof ion , ' for example, while 

• others discourage it. ' Second, the longer a child has been in sphool, the 
more likely it becomes that she/he will have been retained at least once. 

This is reflected in our' data; the projifects which currently have older ^ 

I 

( samples are generall;^ those with the highest percentage of children 
(control and experimental) who have been retained. 

^ ^ In all but one study, tUere was a greater perceirfea^e of failures 1.-,^. 
among the control than among the program children. When the results for 
seven^rojects are pooled statistically, the* difference is significant 
at the 1% level of* confidence . The same is true if one combjLneg only ^ 
the results of the four projects most closely appro^ximating true 
ex!periment3 (Palmer, Gordon, Gray and Weikart). Th^s/afthough the 
evidence is not so dramatic as it is fot special* education ^ the overall 
data do^ demonstrate that early education caa reduce the rat^ of failure 

for low»-income tihildr^n. i 

\ 

m \ 

„ 33 The Micro-Social Learning System \ 

Woolman's Micro-Social Learning System ks discussed separately due 

♦ . » i • 

1 

to the nature of Its control group. The subjjects in Woolman s sample 
were eriginally selected because they were- cjonsidered to be high-risk 

Students. That is they v^fere chosen for the ^project because^ they had 

characteristic^ usually associated with later failure in s^hooj.. The 
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origirtal study did not compare the high-risk program children with a 
conti^ol , group because a iarge^nougn cont^rol gr»up of high-risk 
children s^J^^^^lJl not qxist. Rather, the program. childr^p, who were 
largej.y from a lo^income, Hispanic backgtound, were cobipared with the 
general school population, whicnrad middle class children as well as 
lower class children- 

, Two comparisons were then piade:. program chlldrfen to the random 
samp-le of the genferal school populaifi^n, and Spanlsh-si^rnamed program 
children to a random sample of -.Spanish-sur named children in the general 
school population. The results are impressive. Even though the program 
'children cXnstitpted the high-risk population of the school district,, 

they were retained ho more .of ten than the general school populatJ^on* 

" . * \ ' 

Furthermore, sigoificantly lower percentage of the Spanish-surniamed 

. - ^ "7 ' 

program children we^re held back than Spanish surnamed .children in general 
(32,8% program compared with 62.9% cpnt#rol). ' . * ' 

\ . * 

The Micro-Social findings on the effecfl^<Sf ^:he program on. grade 
retention, then, are quite impressive because they iiulicate ^hat ♦ having 
Jiad such an early intervention program, high-risk children were able 
to meet the min school requirements as well ^s the general 'school 
popalati on. 'The special education data do not show strong an effect. ■ 
There is-, however, a fairly marked difference that is close to statistical 
significance (p= <'.066) when program children are compared to the*general 
school population in their assignment to special 'education. » 
4 • Summary of Special Education and Grade Retention Results 

In supi, then, the data as a whole present Very ^strong, evidence 
that early educatloj^^^^t^f^low-in^iome children improves their ability to 
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•meet the minimaljrequlrements of the schools they enter. This can consist 

0 - , ' J 

of either reducing the probability of being assigned to special education 

' ' ' ' 

classes #r of. reducing the probability of being hi^d-back in grade. Thus, 
it appears' that early education can result in cost Savings by .reducing 
the rat^ of assignmetit ^ specif educati<)n- and/or the rate^of* grade 
failure. More importantly, there is now evidence etTi^t early education 
, can iifiprove fhe probability that low-income children will b*e able to 
perform acneeptably in school and not becopie l^bel^d as f^ii^uresu.^ 

B. ^alysis of Stanf or'd-Binet IQ' Scores ^ . * 

\\ 

A second step of bhese analyses, uses the Stanf ord-Binet IQ data,* 
collected independently by most of ^the projects over § number of years, 
to answer the question of whether, the prograirite increased the average IQ^scores 
of* the -children relative- to a control group.- At the time the programs 
began, pretests conducted oh the. children showed nonsignificant IQ » ' 
.differences betwe'^en thpse who yere to receive i^he program and the controls'. 
^ Compnarisons of the mean posttest for the program and control ^roups^ * 

" were.macie for each projact/ When the ^scores were grouped by l^ngth^f 
time after the end of the torogram and the significance levels were pooled, 

■ ' 7 . ' 

the. evidence showed that darly education can produce signif i»caht 

' ^. ~- . . 'i : . : ■ " ■ 

\* The Stanford-Binet was. chosen for this analysis because it was the test 
^^st> commonly used by th^ Consprtium ^oject&ar^ because it has h^^d a 
fairly large Scale standard^j^on^^/ In ysing. the Binet in this analysis, 
.we' are emplqyfng a vehry stE^c^A^^feuerl^^ |ucbess for the^ projects 
all of which li^ed many othei^^Slft programs. Each 

projett could, have sichieved a v^^gntW^ improvement in the abilities 
toward which- it was aimed witlio^ having evidenced a simif icant chartje 
in the Bineb score. Therefore^ta failur?' to Imptpye the Binet IQ cannot 
be, taken a^ a failure of a progra^^to^^ accomplish Its g6als. On the 

^ ' other^hand, the success'^f a pro^ecjt in improving IQ scores means that it 
has accomplished at lea#t one goal which our so'ci^y deWs . iiH)ortant'. 



increases in^IQ (oyer a control group) Whl-cti last for up. to three years 
after the child leaves -the program (see^Figure 5)^ Althdugh th4 difference 
decreases over time, it does 'uot do so as iinmediaCei^ as had he^n previpusly 
claimed by critics of early intervention. 



-C** Analysis of Wechs-ler » - t. 

N 

/* As part of the current follow-ttp, Wechsler Intelligence Tests were 

' * 
administered by the projects* Based on the results of f ive' of^^^tti^pro jects , 

it appears that the effect of early education on IQ,- although shown to 
last several years, is probably not permanent. Only in the projects with' 
. the yqungest children (nine and tweive-^years^ old) were the scores signifi- 
cantly* greater fot the program group. However, in no proje^T^ 
controls significantly higher than the program children. 
Talcen as a whole, the IQ data refute two hypotheses: 

(1) the hypoj^hesis that early ^ucation has only a short-lived effect 
gn IQ scores (i.e., ,that 6uch programs basically train children' to take 
tests and that the effects fade quickly as soon a^ the children are removed 
from the program); and 

(2) the hypothesis that early education has a pexawtjT^t effebt on 
IQ scores. The evidence seems to indicate, that well-run early education 
programs can Increase a child's ability to perform well on IQ tests and that 
this ^ increase in skills lasts for several years before it ffl^des.* * 

The effect of early education then, in terms of skills which are 
measurable by IQ tests; is certainly pf far ntore value Chan a temporary 



^^s 



fluctuation in skill levels even if, it should develop tliat ofese are not 



* It should be noted that these increases. ara precisely in those years - 
the pr;^mary grades in school^ when basic aca'demic skills are taught. 
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Figure 5: Differences in Mean IQ Scores Comparing Program and Control over Time 
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* When the results are pooled statistically, the differences between program 
and control children is highly significant at each posttest time period. 



' ■ ' / 

a permanent ^l^crease in intellectual skills. Of*cours^ changes in 'IQ 
(ar any 6ther index of social competence) involve a complex interaction 
ov^r time betwejen the potential the individual^ brings to the ' situation at 
any one point and the -environmental context* It is not realistic to expect 
that a relatively brief period of intervention would, in and of itself, 
result in ^permanent IQ' changes, ju6t as a single childhood inpctJ^ation 
does rrot produce life- long immunity to disease^, -The educational 
processes that, the ctiild goes through following early intervention are. 
undoubtedly crucial to the maintenance or fading of .earlier gains, 

D. Analysis of Schooling Variables from Youth Interviews (f 

.^ks a part of the follow-up, interviews were administered to^he 
children and their parents ✓ Analysis of the interview data wiLl be a . 
complex process and had been underway only a short time at the time of 
the final report. However, analyses , to date produced several findings 
of relevance to this report. ^' 

^^ve^^Lj^^riaW^ from the Yout^ Interview provide information on 
'^^ducat^nal attainment.* BrcliminAry 

— a slight tendency for more control than program children to 
jdut oZ school, and a trend for control children drop out t^, leave 
School at a younger age than program dropouts; 

— that the children who participated in early education program^ 
do, net appear to have educational aspirations that differ from those of 
chiJjdren who did not participate; 

—evidence that program children rate how they feel they are doing 
in school highet^ than do phildren who did not participate in ^arly 
education programs* This analy8i']l^ is discussed below* - 

■ - ■ 3^.* 
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Enhancement of s^f-copcept, a variable. suggested to be related 
.to educational attainment," was often an expressed goal of early Inter- 
vention programs. ,The following question on the Youth tntervlew was 
designed. as a measure of self-evaluatlon related to current se^f-concept 
In order to assess an Important aspect^-of the long-term ln|)act of such 
prdgrams: ' . ' 



"How. are you doing (did you do) in your schoolwork; 
' that is, qverall, not just in one subject? Is your ' ' 

schoolwork. much better thaif Hffe others, a little 
better than others > about the same as others, a ^ * 
little worse than others, much wftrse than others?" 

The responses to this question Indicated that^among subjects who 
are now at least/ifteen years old, program children are significantly 
more likely than controls to r^e themselves better than others in 
their ^choolwork .(se6 Table 2). This prpgram effect appears in the sam- 
ple when the subjects i;each high school—a time when decisions* about jedu- 
cational goals are critical. The younger children did not ^hoy this effect. 

^ . , . 

< ' , / ^ ' _ 

Table 2: Self-evaluation of^chool Work by Program 

or Control Status {older project 'sites only) . 



S^lf rating 

others 
Abo^t the same 
Wor^e-than others 
N o'f cases 



% Control %' Program 

33.6 - 48.5 

56.6 ' . 47.7 

9.8 ---^1 3.8 
122 .' • 

- 7.812» p - <.020. 
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PART, IV 



1 \ 9 



. ' ^ AN ALYSIS. OF PARENTAX E VALUATI ONS 

• A section of the interview^ asked parents of the epqjerimental 
' chiltfjren 'to evaluat? t\ie 'prograiiis th^at tlieir children had attended 

approxima^ly ten. years e^rlL^r, The responses of the parents were con-- 
' sistently positive. ^ - . * * 

Ip answering the question, 'Vas the program a ^ood thing for. your 
child?"' the overwhelming majority answered "Yes." This is illustrated 
in Table 3, as 100% of the parents whose children had been in home- - 
based programs Answered positively, as did 93.4% of -the parents of 
children from center-bksed programs, and 87,8% of the parents of 
children ^fjrom* combination p'rograms. 

. Table 3; ^e$ponses to Par€ntal Interview Question "\)as the Program 
A Good Thing for Your Ch^ld?" By Delivery System* 



N-684 ' 



J 



Centex Home Combination 
Aifswer * N % • N , % 



Yes 



412 93.4 ' 87 ' 100 137 87. a 



No ■ 10 2.3 ■ " . • 2 1.3 

J Don't \^ i.' 

: Know ^ 19 ' . - 17 l°-9 

Tot4l '441 100 89 100 156 100 

X2 » 18.055 p -<.00l' 
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In order to determine the basis of * their judgments, about the^ 
Value of ''the progiTam, the parents were asked what, they liked best. 
Overall, the category most often chosen *rel^tpd to the cognitive aspects 
of the program, although the answers varied across delivery systems (see 
table 4). The next most popular ar^as were program characteristics 
which include teacher-child Mtio/ length ^.progra^ mat;erials,* etc. 
Other areas also highly approved included the total program, parental 
aspects and social aspects of the programs. 



Table 4; Answers to the Question "What Did You Like Best About 
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\lt is noteworthy that parents* did not cHopse benefits tcr themselves 

more often than they did direct betefit^ to their children. That is, 

they did not view the programs simply 'as good babysitters or as wa/s 

to free up their own. time. , 

In order »to obtain:more critical Evaluations of the prograjns, 

# 

parents were, asked what they did not like and how they would have changed 
the prb^^' to make dt better.' By a wide margin, jaost parents responded 
that there was not anything the^ di^d^^ioT^ke , Over half said that they 
-would not change anything about the program. The most commdn suggestions 
concerned changes in the program characteristics , such as increases in 
the^leng^th or frequency of the prograin. * 

In sutranary, the parents considered many aspects of the programs 
to have. been valuable to 4:heir children/' There was little that they 
did not like about the programs, and Utjle that they. would have 
changed. Cleai:ly,. these programs were'highly successful in obtaining 
parental satisfaction. . ^ ^ 



PART VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

/ 

r 

1 

A. Conclusions*. ' ' 

If one accepts all of the assumptions inherent , in the analyses, then 
the following conclusions se^m reasonable: 

1) Infant and preschool services improve- ^e ability of low fncome 
children to meet the nvinimal requirements of the schools they 
ent^* This effect pan be manifested in either a reduced 

^ • pi;obability of being assigned to special' education classes or a 
• reduced probability of be^ng h'eld b4ck in grade. Either 
reduction ^constitutes a substantial cogt reduction for the 

? ^ * ; , ' " - . • 

^ school system: * 

2) Low income adolescent^s yho received early education rate their 
competence .in ^hool higher thkn comparable adolescents who did 

r 

not have preschool education. , , 

3) As measured by the Stanf ord-Binet and the WISC tests preschool 
programs produce a significant increase in- thfe intellectual 
furfctioning of low-income children lat least during the cfitlcal 
years of the primary grades in school; 

frobably the most important finding is that * low. income cl^^ildren who 
received early education are better able to meet the minimal requirements 
of their school • Hesults on IQ te^ts indicate that this may be due to an 
increase in intellectual skills which lasts through the very ..important 
primary grades in school. Additionally one might hypothesize that the 
reduction in rat^ of assignment to special education or of being 'held 
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back* in grade is due in patt to increased parental concern and competence 

to (feal with the school system - an indirect effect of parental 

sensitization by preschool experience of their children. This 

hypothesis is certainly supported by. the fact that all of th6 projects 

which found significant effect^ on special educati on^ either were home 

visiting programs or had some v^isiting components. The twa projects which 

found significant effects on gYade failure^ad somewhat lesser degrees of 

parental involvefcent. At this pointy then, the^evidence does not differ- 
» , ft • . 

entiate between the relative contribution to the effects on school per- 
formance of increased intellectual skills in the child -^nd increased 
-parental concern with' the child's learning. The positive effect of early 



education on school performance is now fairly ;well established , 'but the 
mech^ism by which it has* this effect is still' ppen to conjecture. 

xne evidence also suggests that, with jrespect.to school performance, 
there is as of now no indication of a "magic age'* at which early ^ ^ 
Intervention is most effedtlve. Projects having significant effectson^ 
assignment to special education were Gordon (education from bi/th to 
two years of age)^Gray ETP (four and. five years of age) and Leven^tein 
(two and three years of age).. Projects having significant effect^ on 
grade failure were^Palmer (two and three years ^f agS) and Woolman (foi/r 

' ' . . • X 

^rears of age). Farther, programs whiqh had significant effects ranfeed in 

I 

duration from eight months. (Palmer)., to up to three years (Gordon) •'^ The 
most that can be said is that*, at ^±e point, there is no indi-catfon of a 
most effective age or length of intervention. * However, given the 
relatively small number of programs investigated and the relatively 
large number of confounding factors (geograph4c region, cohort, school 



policy, etc.), i£ is possible that such magi^ points exist, buts^are 

not 'discoverable without a more rigorous, large scale experiment designed 

specifically to answer those questions. f , ' ^ 

In sum, the most important conclusion which has been reached to dace^ 
from this body of data is that .well-run early education programs can in 
some way improve^ the ability of low income children to meet the require- 
ments of their schools. • ' * . . 
B. Implications an^/^ecommend^tlons for National Policies and Progr^s 

In examining both the statistically significant findings, and the trend 

which appear across these studies, certain policy implications seemecf clear 

I, 

to us. While further analyses and* other data will be necessary to fully 
document these implications, we felt it Important that they be listed now, 
even in their somewhat tentative state. 

1. Day Care' 

These findings indicate that the failure to require a deliberate, 
well planned curriculum for young children in federally supported day csSre 
programs is likely to cost more money in later specif educatieti' expen- 
ditui;es *than would-be saved in day jC are costs. We recoinmend that the \ 
educational requirement no(f only be restored to the Federal Requirements, 
but should -be made explicit.- 

} 

2. Program Delegation 

While it is difficult to generalize across ^all public schools, 
in none of the public schools who sponsore4 preschool prog;rams included 
in this study were parents involved as teachers of their own preschool , 
children. Neither did they mount home-based services, ftor accept^ 
children under four years of age. Further — there are exception^ — 

"NT. 

most R^iblic schools have rigidly defined and hl'fehly -^structured, curricula, - 
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and the t]^p±cal supervisory ^tru^ture of a public school does not petmit 
very much leeway in structure. The tendency to adopt uniform policies 
and philosophies in districts ftitigates against the capacity^ of many 
school districts to be responsive to individnaL ^nd subcultural needs in 
the way a f if teep-child Heaci Start site can^ 

Until further research data are available, it Vould seem imprudent 
to assign either day care or Head Start responsiWlities solely to school 
districts in general. In "soi^e communities the school could be the 
optimal .site. But res^pect for individual differences in children suggests 
that many kinds of auspices are a safer choice thati is delegation of such * 
programs to a sJLj;igle type of auspice.* 

3. A^e, Duration anJ^ype of Curriculum ^ 
The data in this report do not clfearly indica^^e that either a 



particular age, or'a particular length or type of preschool experience is 
optimal for 'all children. Future analyses of these data may ^assist ini these 
policy areas. ^ 



/ 

4. ' Head Start, ^ • 



We see thre^ major Implications for Head Start programs which flow 
from these preschool fin'dings. ' ' % * * 

r a. A large national ran<Jom $an^ple of new Head Start enrollees and 
their parents (or whole sites-) . should be identified so that baseline data** 
could be collected prior to the progra^ experierM||. We believe that fears 
of rejection of such data collection at "entry by parents are overblown, 
tftlt most parents are accustomed to an intake procedure* for public 



* These experiments were carriecjl out under various ausfiices public schoo 
Head Start Centers, Independent agencies and universities. Quality contr^ 
may be more impoqfant than auspice/ 
** We can make suggestions as- to the implementation of this recommendation. 
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services. WltRout such baselines and an initiaj.ly tight research design, 

. • # 

later evaluations of typical Heafl Start programs are not possible. 

b. A careful review of the extent to which 3tructured curricula 

are actually being used in Head Start programs should be carriec^mit. Further 

# 

steps njay need to be taken to insure^ that deliberate learning gorfls* are 
identified and teaching strategiles irap-lemented. 

c. The establishment of PCC s. afs a demaiastration program a decade 
^'go, and of Hom^ Star^ some seven years ago, may have been nec^sary to try 
those ideas out;. T(/ keep these s^rvttis separated f rom ."regular** '(i-e. , 

/ . • - - 

center-based) Head/ Start operations geems no longer justified. The 

/ 7 - 

evidence suggests that all^Head Starts be encouraged to adopt PCC and 
Home-Start services (and age groups) as parfc of their regular programs, ' 
to obtain the benefits of earlier and mixed-locus intervention. The 
separate PCC 's, and Home Start Centers could be converted into training 



sitesL^Jyring -the period of introc^jction of their services tntro. Head . 
Start programs, ayd then could be, expanded in scope to bec;om§ "regchlar" 
He^d Starts. • * . 



^ Finally, and recognizing the self-serving, nature of th^s recommendation, 
we think that thfs study provides' a reason why Head' Start research funds 
should be increased,- with a; greater portion of those funds reserved for 
investigator-designed rather than contract-designed stud4es. 



